Abstract: From 1936-39 and 1946-49 
In later years, the statue's uniqueness made it difficult for some scholars to engage with it. Woolley himself called it an example of 'little artistic value'. 6 This modern evaluation, as well as the term 'art', have no parallel in the languages of the ancient Near East. Objects such as statues or other images were created 'to resemble something real or imagined… A distinction between beauty and utility was never present; rather, all objects possessed the potential to be qualitatively superior or inferior, important or not'. 7 In her discussion of Neo-Assyrian palace reliefs Bahrani, 8 and other scholars such as Irene Winter, 9 have emphasised that the separation of text and image is an entirely artificial construct of modern scholarship deeply influenced by classical and Judeo-Christian/Western ideals in a discipline still lagging behind in addressing its own history through post-colonial critical methods. 10 Curses on royal statues often invokejust as the one on Idrimi's face -the sterilization of an aggressor or the destruction of his progeny. According to Bahrani this is based on the lex talionis, in that the destruction of a king's image endangered his very being. Therefore the obliteration of a man's (and reference is generally only made to male aggressors and their seed) progeny equals the damage done to the statue and the immortal representation of the king. 11 The ubiquity of curses or maledictions on statues or monuments against their removal or defacement testifies to the real threat of such an act occurring and the power inherent in this. 12 Publicly displayed statues or stelae such as the Code of Hammurabi or the Victory Stele of Naram-Sîn did in fact suffer this fate. They were removed from their original location in the city of Sippar to Susa, the capital of the Elamites, in the twelfth century B.C. 13 There they were excavated by Jacques de Morgan and are now in the Louvre. Thomas Beran maintains that 'it is certain that the statue (or stele, relief, etc.) possessed a particular existence; that although not living, it had a magically numinous life, a being, a "ME"'. 14 The abduction, defacement or destruction of a statue therefore had a strong symbolic meaning for the people of the Ancient Near East, which continues to echo in museum displays to this day as will be traced by exploring the ways in which Idrimi is displayed. on the other has been the subject of many scholarly and popular publications. 31 Historians agree that the ultimate goal of the Turkish government was to (re)unite the province with the Republic, ostensibly to protect the ethnically Turkish population as laid out by the National Pact of 1920 but also to profit from the strategically and economically important harbour at Alexandretta/Iskenderun. 32 It is more difficult to establish (and beyond of the scope of this article) exactly when the French government -and depending on which government one speaks of -had accepted that there was no other option than to cede the region to Turkey. In 1936, the year Woolley started his excavations at Tell Atchana, Syrian diplomats were desperately trying -and ultimately failing -to achieve ratification of the Franco-Syrian Treaty of Independence by France. The short-lived French government of the Popular Front, which came to power in the same year, was focused on domestic issues rather than colonial questions and the treaty had little chance of being accepted in either France or Syria. The Turkish government protested against the incorporation of the Sanjak into an independent Syria and requested a treaty granting the region full independence. 33 The
French were unwilling to consider this, claiming that Article IV of the League of Nations' mandate prevented them from detaching any territory from Syria. 34 The two 1 countries' positions were clearly incompatible and the matter was referred to the League Service would choose one lot for the national collections, the other would go to the excavating institution as an indemnity. 47 According to Guillaume Segret, the state was obliged to give the excavator a part of the finds. 48 The Director of the Antiquities Service, however, reserved the right to retain any exceptional items from the excavator's lot for the country and the division had to be approved by the head of state before an export licence was granted. 49 The newly established Hatay State government in 1938 adopted this law for existing excavation permits rather than Turkish law, which was much stricter. In 1906 the Ottoman Empire had enacted a decree according to which 'all monuments and immovable and movable antiquities are the property of the Government of the Ottoman Empire'. 50 This decree replaced the act of 1874 and remained in full effect after the foundation of the Republic in 1923. It stated for the first time that ipso iure all antiquities (discovered and undiscovered) belonged to the state and could not be exported. 51 The Ghazi the following day. The day after that, Woolley received his export permit. 64 He voiced his disapproval of the new law quite explicitly in a letter to The Times, followed by an article in Antiquity. 65 
